REMARKS 

Upon entry of this amendment, claims 1, 3, 4, 6 and 7 are all the claims pending in the 
application. Claims 2 and 5 are canceled by this amendment. Applicants note that claims 8-15 
were canceled by a preliminary amendment filed on October 8, 2003. 

Applicants note that a number of editorial amendments have been made to the 
specification and abstract for grammatical and general readability purposes. Due to the number 
of changes made, a substitute specification and abstract are submitted herewith. No new matter 
has been added. Also enclosed is a marked-up copy of the original specification and abstract 
showing the changes incorporated into the substitute specification and abstract. 

Applicants also note that replacement formal drawings are submitted herewith for Figs. 4 
and 25-33. In the replacement drawings, Fig. 4 is now identified as Figs. 4A, 4B and 4C, and 
Figs. 25-33 now include the -prior art- label. Such changes are consistent with the changes 
made in the parent application (i.e., U.S. Serial No. 10/048,226). 

I. Double Patenting Rejection and Claim Objections 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 8-15 as conflicting with 
claims 8-15 of U.S. Application No. 10/048,226, and has also objected to claims 8-15. As noted 
above, claims 8-15 were canceled by the preliminary amendment filed on October 8, 2003. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the provisional double patenting rejection and 
the claim objection under 37 CFR 1 .75 should be withdrawn. 
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II. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 2, 6 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Sugiyama et al. (U.S. 5,426,659). 

Claim 1, as amended, recites the feature of a plurality of ribs which are operable to 
connect a plurality of mirror holder connecting members with a discharge tuber support, the ribs 
being slidable against the plurality of mirror holder connecting members in a direction 
perpendicular to a laser beam axis. Applicants respectfully submit that Sugiyama fail to disclose, 
suggest or otherwise render obvious such a feature. 

Sugiyama discloses a laser oscillator having an output mirror 3, a reflecting mirror 4, and 
mirror holders 12a, 12b for holding the output mirror 3 and reflecting mirror 4, respectively (see 
Fig. la). As shown in Fig. la of Sugiyama, the mirror holders 12a and 12b are connected to a 
wing part 9d of resonator base 9 (see col. 5, lines 17-20). 

In the Office Action, the Examiner alleges that Fig. 3 of Sugiyama discloses a rib which 
connects a pair mirror holders and references col. 1, lines 15-30 in support thereof (see page 3, 
line 3 of the Office Action). 

First, Applicants note that claim 1 recites the feature of ribs which connect a plurality of 
mirror holder connecting members with a discharge tube support, not a rib which connects a 
plurality of mirror holders. Second, Applicants note that Sugiyama clearly does not disclose or 
suggest such a feature. 

In particular, Applicants submit that while Sugiyama discloses a plurality of mirror 
holders and wing parts 9d which connect the mirror holders 12a and 12b, there is absolutely no 
disclosure regarding a plurality of ribs which connect a plurality of mirror holder connecting 
members with a discharge tube support, as recited in claim 1 . 
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Thus, as Sugiyama does not disclose such ribs, it is clear that Sugiyama also does not 
disclose or suggest that the plurality of ribs are slidable against the plurality of mirror holder 
connecting members in a direction perpendicular to a laser beam axis, as recited in claim 1 . 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that Sugiyama fails to disclose, 
suggest or otherwise render obvious all of the features recited in amended claim 1 . Accordingly, 
Applicants submit that claim 1 is patentable over Sugiyama, an indication of which is 
respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner maintains the rejection of claim 1 based on Sugiyama, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner particularly identify the structure in Sugiyama that is 
being relied upon as allegedly corresponding to each of the above mentioned features recited in 
claim 1. 

Claims 6 and 7 depend from claim 1 and are therefore considered patentable at least by 
virtue of their dependency. As noted above, claim 2 has been canceled by this amendment. 

III. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 3-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sugiyama et al. Claims 3 and 4 have been amended so as to depend from claim 1 . As 
noted above, Sugiyama fails to disclose, suggest or otherwise render obvious all of the features 
recited in claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicants submit that claims 3 and 4 are patentable at least by 
virtue of their dependency. As noted above, claim 5 has been canceled by this amendment. 
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IV. Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may best be resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



KWF/abm 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1021 
Telephone (202) 721-8200 
Facsimile (202) 721-8250 
January 27, 2005 



Respectfully submitted, 



Hiroyuki HAYASHIKAWA et al. 




Kenneth W. Fields 
Registration No. 52,430 
Attorney for Applicants 
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